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DETAILED ACTION 



1. This action is responsive to application 09/809,058 filed on 3/16/2001, with prior art filed 
on 8/16/2001. 

2. Claims 1-31 are pending in the case. Claims 1,7, 10, 14, 16, 22, 25, 29, and 31 are 
independent claims. 



3, The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: On line 5 of page 29 
(the Abstract) the last word should be "objects", not "object". 
Appropriate correction is required. 



The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1-6, 16-21 and 31 are rejected under 35 ILS.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Sweeney et al. (USPN 5,966,715— filing date 12/29/1995), hereinafter Sweeney. 

5. Regarding independent claim 1, Sweeney discloses a method for synchronizing 
multiple versions of an object (Abstract, lines 4-5, Sweeney uses a DAG to access stored 
procedures in a version control setup), comprising: receiving a first object (this goes 
under col. 5, line 19, "Add a new user."); assigning the first object a unique identifier 
(this would be inherent to modifying the user's data, col. 5, lines 24-27); and creating a 
history graph for the first object having a node representing the unique identifier of the 



Specification 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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first object (col. 5, lines 13-15, the user management system uses a directed acyclic graph 
mechanism). 

6. Regarding dependent claim 2, Sweeney discloses adding metadata for the object to 
describe the object (in col. 5, lines 24-27, the users have associated data). 

7. Regarding dependent claim 3, Sweeney discloses receiving a second object (this goes 
under col, 5, line 19, "Add a new user."); determining whether the second object has an 
associated unique identifier (this would be inherent to modifying the user's data, col. 5, 
lines 24-27); updating the history graph to include the associated unique identifier of the 
second object (this would be inherent to the operation of the acyclic graphic mechanism, 
col. 5, lines 12-15); wherein the history graph includes vectors describing the relationship 
between the first and second objects associated with the unique identifiers of the nodes in 
the history graph respectively (the DAG must have vector capabilities because the edges 
would provide one form of relationship between the objects, namely the relative position 
within the DAG. 

8. Regarding dependent claim 4, Sweeney discloses adding metadata to at least one of the 
first object and the second object, wherein the metadata describes the at least one of the 
first and second objects and any modifications made to the at least one of the first and 
second objects (in col. 5, lines 24-27, the users have metadata associated with them). 

9. Regarding dependent claim 5, Sweeney discloses tracking the history of the first object 
via the history graph and the metadata associated with the first object (in col. 6, lines 45- 
65, the patent discloses how the DAG is used to track the history of the user object). 
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10. Regarding dependent claim 6, Sweeney discloses a method further comprising: storing 
the metadata and the history graph information for each of the first and second objects in 
a central storage location (in col. 5, lines 5-10, the patent reveals storage of the 
information using at least one server and at least one database); and accessing the 
metadata and the history graph information for each of the first and second object via 
corresponding ones of the unique identifiers (in col 5, lines 24-27, the objects have 
identifying information which is presumably used to access them. 

11. Regarding independent claim 16, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 1 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

12. Regarding dependent claim 17, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 2 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

13. Regarding dependent claim 18, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 3 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

14. Regarding dependent claim 19, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 4 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

15. Regarding dependent claim 20, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 5 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

16. Regarding dependent claim 21, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 6 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

17. Regarding independent claim 31, Sweeney discloses a computer-readable medium 
having stored thereon a data structure (such a data structure would be inherent to the 
operation of a database as disclosed in col. 5, lines 5-15), comprising: a) a first data field 
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containing data representing a unique identifier for an object (this would have to be 
associated with the metadata, col. 5, lines 24-27, in order to manipulate the object), b) a 
second data field associated with said first data field by describing the object 
corresponding to the unique identifier(the metadata, col. 5, lines 24-27, describes the 
object), c) a third field functioning to identify how the object associated with the unique 
identifier in the first data field relates to other objects based upon the data in the second 
data field (the metadata identifies the object, and relates it to the other objects in the 
DAG, see col. 6, lines 44-65). 



The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

18 Claims 7-9 and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S-C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sweeney, further in view of Iwata et aL (USPN 5,335,320 — filing date 
101/15/1991), hereinafter Iwata, further in view of Rogowitz et aL (USPN 
5,874,955 — filing date 3/12/1996), hereinafter Rogowitz, 

19. Regarding independent claim 7, Sweeney discloses receiving an object having an 

associated unique identifier, metadata, and history graph information (see col. 5, lines 10- 
30, the invention manipulates user objects). Sweeney also discloses modifying the object 
(see col. 5, lines 30-35). Sweeney fails to disclose assigning a new unique identifier to 
the object; and updating the metadata and history graph of the object to include a node 
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corresponding to the new unique identifier and a vector describing, via the metadata, the 
modification performed to arrive at the object corresponding to the new unique identifier. 
However, Iwata, in col. 8, lines 55-67 sets a new unique identifier for a GUI object in 
order to help manage the identity of the object. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate changing the identifier 
in Sweeney in the manner of Iwata in order to help manage the identity of objects. 
Furthermore, Rogowitz, in lines col. 20, lines 55-65 describes updating the metadata and 
history graph of the object to include a node corresponding to the new unique identifier 
and a vector describing, via the metadata, the modification performed to arrive at the 
object corresponding to the new unique identifier in order to track changes in the 
metadata. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to include a node and a vector in the manner of Rogowitz in order to track 
changes in the metadata. 

20. Regarding dependent claim 8, Sweeney discloses storing associated unique identifier, 
the new unique identifier, the metadata and the history graph, in col 5, lines 10-30. 

21. Regarding dependent claim 9, Sweeney discloses tracking the history of the object via 
the associated unique identifier, the new unique identifier, the metadata, and the history 
graph in formation related to the object (in col. 6, lines 45-65, the patent discloses how 
the DAG is used to track the history of the user object). 

22. Regarding independent claim 22, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 7 and is rejected under similar rationale. 
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23. Regarding dependent claim 23, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 8 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

24. Regarding dependent claim 24, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 9 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

25. Claims 10-13 and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sweeney, further in view of Iwata. 

26. Regarding independent claim 10, Sweeney discloses a method for synchronizing 
multiple versions of an object (Abstract, lines 4-5, Sweeney uses a DAG to access stored 
procedures in a version control setup), comprising: receiving an object; (col. 5, lines 10- 
25, the DAG manages objects); deciding whether the object has an associated unique 
identifier and history graph (col. 5, lines 20-30, the DAG manages objects and their 
properties), and creating a history graph for the first object having a node representing the 
unique identifier (the invention creates DAGs and manages them, as disclosed in col. 6, 
lines 44-65). Sweeney fails to disclose assigning the object a unique identifier when it is 
determined that the object does not have an associated unique identifier. However, Iwata, 
in col. 8, lines 55-67 sets a new unique identifier for a GUI object in order to help 
manage the identity of the object. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to incorporate changing the identifier in Sweeney in 
the manner of Iwata in order to help manage the identity of objects. 

27. Regarding dependent claim 11, Sweeney discloses adding metadata to the object to 
describe the object (in col. 5, lines 24-27, objects are described by metadata). 
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28. Regarding dependent claim 12, it modifies claim 1 1 by adding the content of claim 7 to 
it, and may be rejected under similar rationale. 

29. Regarding dependent claim 13, it modifies claim 12 by adding the content of claim 8 to 
it, and may be rejected under similar rationale. 

30. Regarding independent claim 25, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 10 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

3 1 . Regarding dependent claim 26, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 1 1 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

32. Regarding dependent claim 27, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 12 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

33. Regarding dependent claim 28, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 13 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

34. Claims 14 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sweeney, further in view of Shmueli et al. (USPN 6,044,375— filing date 4/30/1998), 
hereinafter Shmueli. 

35. Regarding independent claim 14, Sweeney discloses a method for synchronizing 
multiple versions of an object (Abstract, lines 4-5, Sweeney uses a DAG to access stored 
procedures in a version control setup), comprising: receiving objects; (col. 5, lines 10-25, 
the DAG manages objects); assigning unique identifiers to each of the objects (col. 5, 
lines 24-27, the objects have metadata which identifies them); creating a history graph for 
each of the objects having nodes representing unique identifiers and vectors describing 
the relationship between the objects associated with corresponding unique identifiers of 
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the nodes in the history graph, respectively; (the invention creates DAGs and manages 
them, as disclosed in col. 6, lines 44-65); Sweeney discloses adding metadata to the 
object to describe the object, wherein the metadata describes any modifications made to 
the respective objects (in col. 5, lines 24-27, objects are described by metadata), Sweeney 
discloses storing associated unique identifier, the new unique identifier, the metadata and 
the history graph, in col. 5, lines 10-30, and deciding whether the object has an associated 
unique identifier and history graph (col. 5, lines 20-30, the DAG manages objects and 
their properties). Sweeney fails to disclose comparing the unique identifier, and the the at 
least one of the history graph and the metadata of the new object with the unique 
identifiers, the history graphs and the metadata for the stored objects; and determining 
whether the new object is related to at least one of the stored objects based upon the 
comparison. However, Shmueli, in col. 9, lines 24-42 determines whether objects are 
related based upon metadata in order to improve confidence factors about judgments 
about the objects. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to analyze relationships between objects based on metadata in the 
manner of Shmueli in order to to improve confidence factors about judgments about the 
objects. 

36. Regarding independent claim 29, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 14 and is rejected under similar rationale. 

37. Claims 15 and 30 are rejected under 35 ILS.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sweeney, further in view of Shmueli , further in view of Kishi et al. (USPN 
5,502,733— filing date 3/2/1994), hereinafter Kishi. 
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38. Regarding dependent claim 15, Sweeney and Shmueli fail to disclose determining 
whether to store the new object when it is determined that the new object is related to at 
least one of the store objects. However, in Kishi, col 5, lines 29-67, Kishi discloses 
determining whether to store the new object when it is determined that the new object is 
related to at least one of the store objects, in order to selectively respond to characteristics 
of the object. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate Kishi 5 s selective storing into the inventions of Sweeny and 
Shmueli in order to selectively respond to characteristics of the object. 

39. Regarding dependent claim 30, it is a computer-readable medium containing 
instructions for performing the steps of claim 15 and is rejected under similar rationale. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

USPN 5,832,483 (filing date 12/13/1996)— Barker 
USPN 5,758,340 (filing date 1/1/10/1997)— Nail 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan D. Schlaifer whose telephone number is 703-305-9777. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 703-308-5186. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 



Conclusion 



1 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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